
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE1538 February 2, 1999 
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 

WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON TO-
MORROW 

Mr. WELLER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
f 

TIME FOR A TAX CUT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELLER. Madam Speaker, I 
have the privilege of representing one 
of the most diverse districts in Amer-
ica. I represent the south side of Chi-
cago and the south suburbs in Cook and 
Will Counties, industrial communities 
like Joliet, bedroom communities like 
Morris and New Lennox, farm towns 
like Tonica and Mazon. 

I hear one common message as I trav-
el throughout this very diverse district 
and listen to the concerns of the people 
I have the privilege of representing. 
That message is fairly simple. That is, 
the American people want us to work 
together, they want us to come up with 
solutions to the challenges that we 
face. 

When I was elected in 1994, I was 
elected with that message of finding 
solutions and finding ways to change 
how Washington works, to make Wash-
ington more responsive to the folks 
back home. 

b 1745 

We were elected, of course, to bring 
those solutions to the challenges of 
balancing the budget, and raising take- 
home pay by lowering taxes, and re-
forming welfare and taming the IRS. 
But there were a lot of folks here in 
Washington who said, you know, those 
are challenges that you will never 
solve, that you will never be able to do 
that, and they said it just could not be 
done. And I am proud to say tonight 
that we did. We did do what we were 
told we could not do. I am proud that 
our accomplishments include the first 
balanced budget in 28 years, the first 
middle class tax cut in 16 years, the 
first real welfare reform in a genera-
tion and the first ever reform of the 
IRS. Our efforts produced a balanced 
budget that has now generated a pro-
jected surplus of extra tax revenue of 
$2.3 trillion over the next 10 years. We 
now have a $500 per child tax credit 
that is going to benefit 3 million chil-
dren in my State of Illinois. Welfare re-
form that has succeeded in reducing 
welfare rolls by 25 percent, and tax-
payers now enjoy the same rights with 
the IRS that they have in a courtroom. 
For the first time taxpayers are inno-
cent until proven guilty. 

Madam Speaker, these are real ac-
complishments of this Congress, and I 
am proud to have been part of those ac-
complishments, but we also have great-
er challenges ahead of us. 

Because this Congress held the Presi-
dent’s feet to the fire, we balanced the 
budget, and now we are collecting more 
in taxes than we are spending, some-
thing new here in Washington, and the 
question before this House and this 
Congress in Washington is: What do we 
do with that extra tax revenue, $2.3 
trillion, an extra tax revenue? We are 
collecting more than we are spending. 

I think it is pretty clear. There was 
an agreement, a bipartisan agreement, 
that the first priority for this extra tax 
revenue is to save Social Security, to 
make sure that we keep Social Secu-
rity on sound footing for our seniors 
and future generations, and I do want 
to note that last fall the Republican 
House passed and sent to the Senate 
legislation that would earmark 90 per-
cent of the surplus of extra tax revenue 
for saving Social Security. Now this 
year President Clinton says he only 
needs 62 percent; we can save Social 
Security with 62 percent. Well, we 
agreed that at a minimum we should 
set-aside 62 percent of surplus tax reve-
nues for saving Social Security. 

Of course the question is: What do we 
do with the rest? Bill Clinton says that 
we should save Social Security and 
then spend the rest, the remaining 38 
percent of surplus tax revenues, on new 
government programs, on big govern-
ment. I disagree and say that we 
should save Social Security and we 
should raise take-home pay by low-
ering taxes. 

The question is pretty simple before 
this House: Whose money is it to start 
with? 

You know, if you think about it, if 
you go to a restaurant, and you buy a 
meal, and you find that you overpay, 
the restaurant will usually say, wait a 
second, you have given us too much, 
you should take this back. You have 
paid too much, and that extra money 
they should get back to you. Well, it is 
clear today that this government is 
collecting too much, and it is time to 
give that too much back in a tax cut. 

There is a pretty simple question 
again. It is do we want to save Social 
Security and spend the rest of the sur-
plus tax revenue, or do we save Social 
Security and give it back for working 
families, give it back by eliminating 
the marriage tax penalty and reward-
ing retirement savings? 

You know the Tax Foundation tells 
us that today’s tax burden is too high. 
The average family in Illinois sends 40 
percent of its annual income, its earn-
ings, its salary, to government at local, 
State and Federal levels. Forty percent 
of your income goes to government at 
one level or another. And I also want 
to note that the IRS tells us that since 
Bill Clinton was elected President in 

1992, taxes collected by the Federal 
Government from individuals and from 
families have gone up 63 percent. The 
tax burden on America’s families is the 
highest ever. 

My colleagues, we can save Social 
Security, we can eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty. Let us save Social 
Security, and let us lower taxes for 
working Americans. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 99, TEMPORARY EXTENSION 
OF FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINIS-
TRATION PROGRAMS 

Mr. DREIER (during the special 
order of Mr. PAUL), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–4) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 31) providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 99) to 
amend title 49, United States Code, to 
extend Federal Aviation Administra-
tion programs through September 30, 
1999, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

f 

CONGRESS RELINQUISHING THE 
POWER TO WAGE WAR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I have 
great concern for the future of the 
American Republic. Many Americans 
argue that we are now enjoying the 
best of times. Others concern them-
selves with problems less visible but 
smouldering beneath the surface. 
Those who are content point out that 
the economy is booming, we are not at 
war, crime rates are down, and the ma-
jority of Americans feel safe and secure 
in their homes and community. Others 
point out that economic booms, when 
brought about artificially with credit 
creation, are destined to end with a 
bang. The absence of overt war does 
not negate the fact that tens of thou-
sands of American troops are scattered 
around the world in the middle of an-
cient fights not likely to be settled by 
our meddling and may escalate at any 
time. 

Madam Speaker, the relinquishing of 
the power to wage war by Congress to 
the President, although ignored or en-
dorsed by many, raises serious ques-
tions regarding the status of our Re-
public, and although many Americans 
are content with their routine activi-
ties, much evidence demonstrating 
that our personal privacy is routinely 
being threatened. Crime still remains a 
concern for many with questions raised 
as to whether or not violent crimes are 
accurately reported, and ironically 
there are many Americans who now 
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fear that dreaded Federal bureaucrat 
and possible illegal seizure of their 
property by the government more than 
they do the thugs in the street. I re-
main concerned about the economy, 
our militarism and internationalism, 
and the systemic invasion of our pri-
vacy in every aspect of our lives by 
nameless bureaucrats. I am convinced 
that if these problems are not dealt 
with. The republic for for which we 
have all sworn an oath to protect will 
not survive. 

Madam Speaker, all Members should 
be concerned about the war powers now 
illegitimately assumed by the Presi-
dent, the financial bubble that will 
play havoc with the standard of living 
of most Americans when it bursts and 
the systemic undermining of our pri-
vacy even in this age of relative con-
tentment. 

The Founders of this great Nation 
abhorred tyranny and loved liberty. 
The power of the king to wage war, tax 
and abuse the personal rights of the 
American colonists drove them to 
rebel, win a revolution and codify their 
convictions in a new Constitution. It 
was serious business, and every issue 
was thoroughly debated and explained 
most prominently in the Federalist Pa-
pers. Debate about trade among the 
States and with other countries, sound 
money and the constraints on presi-
dential power occupied a major portion 
of their time. 

Initially the Articles of Confed-
eration spoke clearly of just who would 
be responsible for waging war. It gave 
the constitutional Congress, quote, 
sole and exclusive right and power of 
determining on peace and war. In the 
debate at the Constitutional Conven-
tion it was clear that this position was 
maintained as the power of the British 
king was not to be, quote, a proper 
guide in defining executive war powers, 
close quote, for the newly formed re-
public. The result was a Constitution 
that gave Congress the power to de-
clare war, issue letters of mark and re-
prisal, call up the militia, raise and 
train an Army and Navy and regulate 
foreign commerce, a tool often used in 
international conflict. The President 
was also required to share power with 
the Senate in ratifying treaties and ap-
pointing ambassadors. 

Let there be no doubt. The President, 
according to the Constitution, has no 
power to wage war. However it has 
been recognized throughout our history 
that certain circumstances might re-
quire the President to act in self-de-
fense if Congress is not readily avail-
able to act if the United States is at-
tacked. 

Recent flagrant abuse of the power to 
wage war by modern-day Presidents, 
including the most recent episodes in 
Iraq, Afghanistan and Sudan, should 
prompt this Congress to revisit this en-
tire issue of war powers. Certain abuses 
of power are obviously more injurious 

than others. The use of the FBI and the 
IRS to illegally monitor and intimi-
date citizens is a power that should be 
easy to condemn, and yet it continues 
to thrive. The illegal and immoral 
power to create money out of thin air 
for the purpose of financing a welfare- 
warfare state serving certain financial 
interests while causing the harmful 
business cycle is a process that most in 
Washington do not understand nor care 
about. These are ominous powers of 
great magnitude that were never 
meant to be permitted under the Con-
stitution. 

But as bad as these abuses are, the 
power of a single person, the President, 
to wage war is the most egregious of 
all presidential powers, and Congress 
deserves the blame for allowing such 
power to gravitate into the hands of 
the President. The fact that nary a 
complaint was made in Congress for 
the recent aggressive military behavior 
of our President in Iraq for reasons 
that had nothing to do with national 
security should not be ignored. Instead, 
Congress unwisely and quickly rubber 
stamped this military operation. We 
should analyze this closely and decide 
whether or not we in the Congress 
should promote a war powers policy 
that conforms to the Constitution or 
continue to allow our Presidents ever 
greater leverage to wage war any time, 
any place and for any reason. 

This policy of allowing our Presi-
dents unlimited authority to wage war 
has been in place since the end of 
World War II, although abuse to a less-
er degree has occurred since the begin-
ning of the 20th century. Specifically, 
since joining the United Nations con-
gressional authority to determine 
when and if our troops will fight 
abroad has been seriously undermined. 
From Truman’s sending of troops to 
Korea to Bush’s Persian Gulf War, we 
have seen big wars fought, tens of 
thousands killed, hundreds of thou-
sands wounded and hundreds of billions 
of dollars wasted. U.S. security, never 
at risk, has been needlessly jeopardized 
by the so-called peacekeeping missions 
and police exercises while constitu-
tional law has been seriously and dan-
gerously undermined. 

Madam Speaker, something must be 
done. The cost of this policy has been 
great in terms of life and dollars and 
our constitutional system of law. Near-
ly 100,000 deaths occurred in the Viet-
nam and Korean wars, and if we con-
tinue to allow our Presidents to cas-
ually pursue war for the flimsiest of 
reasons, we may well be looking at an-
other major conflict somewhere in the 
world in which we have no business or 
need to be involved. 

The correction of this problem re-
quires a concerted effort on the part of 
Congress to reclaim and reassert its re-
sponsibility under the Constitution 
with respect to war powers, and efforts 
were made to do exactly that after 

Vietnam in 1973 and more recently in 
1995. Neither efforts were successful, 
and ironically the President emerged 
with more power, with each effort 
being undermined by supporters in the 
Congress of presidential 
authoritarianism and internation-
alism. Few objected to the Truman-or-
dered U.N. police actions in Korea in 
the 1950s, but they should have. This il-
legal and major war encouraged all 
subsequent Presidents to assume great-
er authority to wage war than was ever 
intended by the Constitution or as-
sumed by all the Presidents prior to 
World War II. It is precisely because of 
the way we have entered in each mili-
tary action since the 1940s without de-
claring war that their purposes have 
been vague and victory elusive, yet 
pain, suffering and long term negative 
consequences have resulted. The road 
on which this country embarked 50 
years ago has led to the sacrifice of a 
lot of congressional prerogatives and 
citizen control over the excessive 
power that have fallen into the hands 
of Presidents quite willing to abuse 
this authority. No one person, if our so-
ciety is to remain free, should be al-
lowed to provoke war with aggressive 
military acts. Congress and the people 
are obligated to rein in this flagrant 
abuse of presidential power. 

Not only did we suffer greatly from 
the unwise and illegal Korean and Viet-
nam wars, Congress has allowed a con-
tinuous abuse of military power by our 
Presidents in an ever increasing fre-
quency. We have seen troops needlessly 
die in Lebanon, Grenada, invaded for 
questionable reasons, Libya bombed 
with innocent civilians killed, per-
sistent naval operations in the Persian 
Gulf, Panama invaded, Iraq bombed on 
numerous occasions, Somalia invaded, 
a secret and illegal war fought in Nica-
ragua, Haiti occupied, and troops sta-
tioned in Bosnia and now possibly soon 
in Kosovo. 

b 1800 

Even the Congressional permission to 
pursue the Persian Gulf War was an 
afterthought, since President Bush em-
phatically stated that it was unneces-
sary, as he received his authority from 
the United Nations. 

Without an actual declaration of war 
and support from the American people, 
victory is unachievable. This has been 
the case with the ongoing war against 
Iraq. Without a legitimate concern for 
our national security, the willingness 
to declare war and achieve victory is 
difficult. The war effort becomes nar-
rowly political, serving special inter-
ests, and not fought for the defense of 
the United States against a serious 
military threat. If we can win a Cold 
War against the Soviets, we hardly 
need a hot war with a third world na-
tion, unable to defend itself, Iraq. 

Great concern in the 1960s over the 
excessive presidential war powers was 
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expressed by the American people, and, 
thus, the interests of the U.S. Congress 
after Vietnam in the early 1970’s. The 
War Powers Resolution of 1973 resulted, 
but due to shrewd manipulation and 
political chicanery, the effort resulted 
in giving the President more authority, 
allowing him to wage war for 60 to 90 
days without Congressional approval. 

Prior to the Korean War, when the 
Constitution and historic precedent 
had been followed, the President could 
not and for the most part did not en-
gage in any military effort not directly 
defensive in nature without explicit 
Congressional approval. 

The result of the passage of the War 
Powers Resolution was exactly oppo-
site to its authors’ intentions. More 
power is granted to the president to 
send troops hither and yon, with the 
various Presidents sometimes report-
ing to the Congress and sometimes not. 
But Congress has unwisely and rarely 
objected, and has not in recent years 
demanded its proper role in decisions 
of war, nor hesitated to continue the 
funding that the various presidents 
have demanded. 

Approval of presidential-directed ag-
gression, disguised as ‘‘support for the 
troops,’’ comes routinely, and if any 
member does not obediently endorse 
every action a President might take, 
for whatever reason, it is implied the 
member lacks patriotism and wisdom. 
It is amazing how we have drifted from 
the responsibility of the Founders, 
imagine, the Congress and the people 
would jealously protect. 

It is too often and foolishly argued 
that we must permit great flexibility 
for the President to retaliate when 
American troops are in danger. But 
this is only after the President has in-
vaded and placed our troops in harm’s 
way. 

By what stretch of the imagination 
can one say that these military actions 
can be considered defensive in nature? 
The best way we can promote support 
for our troops is employ them in a 
manner that is the least provocative. 
They must be given a mission confined 
to defending the United States, not po-
licing the world or taking orders from 
the United Nations or serving the spe-
cial commercial interests of U.S. cor-
porations around the world. 

The 1995 effort to repeal the War 
Powers Resolution failed because it 
was not a clean repeal, but one still re-
quiring consultation and reporting to 
the Congress. This led to enough confu-
sion to prevent its passage. 

What is needed is a return to the 
Constitution as a strict guide as to who 
has the authority to exert the war pow-
ers and, as has been scrupulously fol-
lowed in the 19th century by essen-
tially all political parties and presi-
dents. 

The effort to curtail presidential 
powers while requiring consultation 
and reporting to the Congress implies 

that that is all that is needed to avoid 
the strict rules laid out by the Con-
stitution. 

It was admitted in the House debate 
by the House leadership that the repeal 
actually gave the President more 
power to use troops overseas and there-
fore urged passage of the measure. This 
accurate assessment prompted antiwar 
pro-peace Republicans and Democrats 
to narrowly reject the proposal. 

The message here is that clarifica-
tion of the War Powers Resolution and 
a return to constitutional law are the 
only way presidential authority to 
wage war can be curtailed. If our presi-
dents do not act accordingly, Congress 
must quickly and forcefully meet its 
responsibility by denying funds for for-
eign intervention and aggression initi-
ated by the President. 

The basic problem here is that there 
are still too many Members of Congress 
who endorse a presidency armed with 
the authority of a tyrant to wage war. 
But if this assumption of power by the 
President with Congress’ approval is 
not reversed, the republic cannot be 
maintained. 

Putting the power in the hands of a 
single person, the president, to wage 
war, is dangerous and costly, and it de-
stroys the notion that the people 
through their Congressional represent-
atives decide when military action 
should start and when war should take 
place. 

The sacrifice of this constitutional 
principle, guarded diligently for 175 
years and now severely eroded in the 
past 50, must be restored if we hope to 
protect our liberties and avoid yet an-
other unnecessary and, heaven-forbid, 
major world conflict, and merely 
changing the law will not be enough to 
guarantee that future presidents will 
not violate their trust. 

A moral commitment to the prin-
ciple of limited presidential war powers 
in the spirit of the republic is required. 
Even with the clearest constitutional 
restriction on the President to wage 
undeclared wars, buffered by precise 
legislation, if the sentiment of the Con-
gress, the courts and the people or the 
President is to ignore these restraints, 
they will. 

The best of all situations is when the 
spirit of the republic is one and the 
same, as the law itself, and honorable 
men are in positions of responsibility 
to carry out the law. Even though we 
cannot guarantee the future Congress’ 
or our president’s moral commitment 
to the principles of liberty by changing 
the law, we still must make every ef-
fort possible to make the law and the 
Constitution as morally sound as pos-
sible. 

Our responsibility here in the Con-
gress is to protect liberty and do our 
best to ensure peace and trade with all 
who do not aggress against us. But 
peace is more easily achieved when we 
reject the notion that some Americans 

must subsidize foreign nations for a 
benefit that is intended to flow back to 
a select few Americans. Maintaining an 
empire or striving for a world govern-
ment while allowing excessive war 
powers to accrue to an imperial presi-
dent will surely lead to needless mili-
tary conflicts, loss of life and liberty, 
and a complete undermining of our 
constitutional republic. 

On another issue, privacy, privacy is 
the essence of liberty. Without it, indi-
vidual rights cannot exist. Privacy and 
property are interlocked and if both 
are protected, little would need to be 
said about other civil liberties. If one’s 
home, church or business is one’s cas-
tle, and the privacy of one’s person, pa-
pers and effects are rigidly protected, 
all rights desired in a free society will 
be guaranteed. Diligently protecting 
the right to privacy and property guar-
antees religious, journalistic and polit-
ical experience, as well as a free mar-
ket economy and sound money. Once a 
careless attitude emerges with respect 
to privacy, all other rights are jeopard-
ized. 

Today we find a systematic and per-
vasive attack on the privacy of all 
American citizens, which undermines 
the principle of private property own-
ership. Understanding why the attack 
on privacy is rapidly expanding and 
recognizing a need to reverse this trend 
is necessary if our republic is to sur-
vive. 

Lack of respect for the privacy and 
property of the American colonists by 
the British throne was a powerful mo-
tivation for the American revolution 
and resulted in the strongly worded 
and crystal clear Fourth Amendment. 

Emphatically, searches and seizures 
are prohibited except when warrants 
are issued upon probable cause sup-
ported by oath or affirmation, with de-
tails listed given as to place, person 
and things to be seized. 

This is a far cry from the routine sei-
zure by the Federal Government and 
forfeiture of property which occurs 
today. Our papers are no longer consid-
ered personal and their confidentiality 
has been eliminated. Private property 
is searched by Federal agents without 
announcement, and huge fines are lev-
ied when Federal regulations appear to 
have been violated, and proof of inno-
cence is demanded if one chooses to 
fight the abuse in court and avoid the 
heavy fines. 

Eighty thousand armed Federal bu-
reaucrats and law enforcement officers 
now patrol our land and business estab-
lishments. Suspicious religious groups 
are monitored and sometimes de-
stroyed without due process of law, 
with little or no evidence of wrong-
doing. Local and state jurisdiction is 
rarely recognized once the feds move 
in. 

Today, it is routine for government 
to illegally seize property, requiring 
the victims to prove their innocence in 
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order to retrieve their property, and 
many times this fails due to the ex-
pense and legal roadblocks placed in 
the victim’s way. 

Although the voters in the 1990’s 
have cried out for a change in direction 
and demanded a smaller, less intrusive 
government, the attack on privacy by 
the Congress, the administration and 
the courts has, nevertheless, acceler-
ated. Plans have now been laid or im-
plemented for a national I.D. card, a 
national medical data bank, a data 
bank on individual MDs, deadbeat dads, 
intrusive programs monitoring our 
every financial transaction, while the 
Social Security number has been estab-
lished as the universal identifier. 

The Social Security number is now 
commonly used for just about every-
thing, getting a birth certificate, buy-
ing a car, seeing an MD, getting a job, 
opening up a bank account, getting a 
driver’s license, making many routine 
purchases, and, of course, a death cer-
tificate. Cradle-to-the-grave govern-
ment surveillance is here and daily 
getting more pervasive. 

The attack on privacy is not a coinci-
dence or an event that arises for no ex-
plainable reason. It results from a phi-
losophy that justifies it and requires it. 
A government not dedicated to pre-
serving liberty must by its very nature 
allow this precious right to erode. 

A political system designed as ours 
was to protect life and liberty and 
property would vigorously protect all 
citizens’ rights to privacy, and this 
cannot occur unless the property and 
the fruits of one’s labor, of every cit-
izen, is protected from confiscation by 
thugs in the street as well as in our 
legislative bodies. 

The promoters of government in-
struction into our privacy characteris-
tically use worn out cliches to defend 
what they do. The most common argu-
ment is that if you have nothing to 
hide, why worry about it? 

This is ludicrous. We have nothing to 
hide in our homes or our bedrooms, but 
that is no reason why big brother 
should be permitted to monitor us with 
a surveillance camera. 

The same can be argued about our 
churches, our businesses or any peace-
ful action we may pursue. Our personal 
activities are no one else’s business. We 
may have nothing to hide, but, if we 
are not careful, we have plenty to lose, 
our right to be left alone. 

Others argue that to operate govern-
ment programs efficiently and without 
fraud, close monitoring is best 
achieved with an universal identifier, 
the Social Security number. 

Efficiency and protection from fraud 
may well be enhanced with the use of a 
universal identifier, but this con-
tradicts the whole notion of the proper 
role for government in a free society. 

Most of the Federal programs are un-
constitutional to begin with, so elimi-
nating waste and fraud and promoting 

efficiency for a program that requires a 
violation of someone else’s rights 
should not be a high priority of the 
Congress. But the temptation is too 
great, even for those who question the 
wisdom of the government programs, 
and compromise of the Fourth Amend-
ment becomes acceptable. 

I have never heard of a proposal to 
promote the national I.D. card or any-
thing short of this for any reasons 
other than a good purpose. Essentially 
all those who vote to allow the con-
tinual erosion of our privacy and other 
constitutional rights never do it be-
cause they consciously support a ty-
rannical government; it is always done 
with good intentions. 

Believe me, most of the evil done by 
elected congresses and parliaments 
throughout all of history has been jus-
tified by good intentions. But that does 
not change anything. It just makes it 
harder to stop. 

Therefore, we cannot ignore the mo-
tivations behind those who promote 
the welfare state. Bad ideas, if imple-
mented, whether promoted by men of 
bad intentions or good, will result in 
bad results. 

Well-intentioned people, men of 
goodwill, should, however, respond to a 
persuasive argument. Ignorance is the 
enemy of sound policy, every bit as 
much as political corruption. 

Various management problems in 
support for welfarism motivates those 
who argue for only a little sacrifice of 
freedom to achieve a greater good for 
society. Each effort to undermine our 
privacy is easily justified. 

The national I.D. card is needed, it is 
said, to detect illegal aliens, yet all 
Americans will need it to open up a 
bank account, get a job, fly on an air-
plane, see a doctor, go to school or 
drive a car. 

b 1815 
Financial privacy must be sacrificed, 

it is argued, in order to catch money 
launderers, drug dealers, mobsters and 
tax cheats. Privacy for privacy’s sake, 
unfortunately for many, is a nonissue. 

The recent know-your-customer plan 
was designed by Richard Small, Assist-
ant Director of the Division of Banking 
Supervision Regulation at the Federal 
Reserve. He is not happy with all of the 
complaints that he has received regard-
ing this proposal. His program will re-
quire that every bank keep a detailed 
profile on every customer, as to how 
much is deposited, where it comes 
from, and when and how the money is 
spent. If there is any deviation from 
the profile on record, the bank is re-
quired to report this to a half dozen 
government agencies, which will re-
quire the customer to do a lot of ex-
plaining. This program will catch few 
drug dealers, but will surely infringe 
on the liberty of every law-abiding cit-
izen. 

After thousands of complaints were 
registered at the Federal Reserve and 

the other agencies, Richard Small was 
quoted as saying that in essence, the 
complaints were coming from these 
strange people who are overly con-
cerned about the Constitution and pri-
vacy. Legal justification for the pro-
gram, Small explained, comes from a 
court case that states that our per-
sonal papers, when in the hands of a 
third party like a bank, do not qualify 
for protection under the Fourth 
Amendment. 

He is accurate in quoting the court 
case, but that does not make it right. 
Courts do not have the authority to re-
peal a fundamental right as important 
as that guaranteed by the Fourth 
Amendment. Under this reasoning, 
when applied to our medical records, 
all confidentiality between the doctor 
and the patient is destroyed. 

For this reason, the proposal for a 
national medical data bank to assure 
us there will be no waste or fraud, that 
doctors are practicing good medicine, 
that the exchange of medical records 
between the HMOs will be facilitated 
and statistical research is made easier, 
should be strenuously opposed. The 
more the government is involved in 
medicine or anything, the greater the 
odds that personal privacy will be 
abused. 

The IRS and the DEA, with powers il-
legally given them by the Congress and 
the courts, have prompted a flood of 
seizures and forfeitures in the last sev-
eral decades without due process and 
frequently without search warrants or 
probable cause. Victims then are re-
quired to prove themselves innocent to 
recover the goods seized. 

This flagrant and systematic abuse of 
privacy may well turn out to be a 
blessing in disguise. Like the public 
schools, it may provide the incentive 
for Americans finally to do something 
about the system. 

The disaster state of the public 
school system has prompted millions of 
parents to provide private or home 
schooling for their children. The worse 
the government schools get, the more 
the people resort to a private option, 
even without tax relief from the politi-
cians. This is only possible as long as 
some remnant of our freedom remains, 
and these options are permitted. We 
cannot become complacent. 

Hopefully, a similar reaction will 
occur in the area of privacy, but over-
coming the intrusiveness of govern-
ment into our privacy in nearly every 
aspect of our lives will be difficult. 
Home schooling is a relatively simple 
solution compared to avoiding the rov-
ing and snooping high of big brother. 
Solving the privacy problem requires 
an awakening by the American people 
with a strong message being sent to 
the U.S. Congress that we have had 
enough. 

Eventually, stopping this systematic 
intrusion into our privacy will require 
challenging the entire welfare state. 
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Socialism and welfarism self-destruct 
after a prolonged period of time due to 
their natural inefficiencies and na-
tional bankruptcy. As the system ages, 
more and more efforts are made to 
delay its demise by borrowing, inflat-
ing and coercion. The degree of viola-
tion of our privacy is a measurement of 
the coercion thought necessary by the 
proponents of authoritarianism to con-
tinue the process. 

The privacy issue invites a serious 
discussion between those who seriously 
believe welfare redistribution helps the 
poor and does not violate anyone’s 
rights, and others who promote policies 
that undermine privacy in an effort to 
reduce fraud and waste to make the 
programs work efficiently, even if they 
disagree with the programs themselves. 
This opportunity will actually increase 
as it becomes more evident that our 
country is poorer than most believe 
and sustaining the welfare state at cur-
rent levels will prove impossible. An 
ever-increasing invasion of our privacy 
will force everyone eventually to re-
consider the efficiency of the welfare 
state, if the welfare of the people is 
getting worse and their privacy in-
vaded. 

Our job is to make a principled, 
moral, constitutional and practical 
case for respecting everyone’s privacy, 
even if it is suspected some private ac-
tivities, barring violence, do not con-
form to our own private moral stand-
ards. We could go a long way to guar-
anteeing privacy for all Americans if 
we, as Members of Congress, would 
take our oath of office more seriously 
and do exactly what the Constitution 
says. 

THE FINANCIAL BUBBLE 
On a third item, the financial bubble, 

a huge financial bubble engulfs the 
world financial markets. This bubble 
has been developing for a long time but 
has gotten much larger the last couple 
of years. Understanding this issue is 
critical to the economic security of all 
Americans that we all strive to pro-
tect. 

Credit expansion is the root cause of 
all financial bubbles. Fiat monetary 
systems inevitably cause unsustainable 
economic expansion that results in a 
recession and/or depression. A correc-
tion always results, with the degree 
and duration being determined by gov-
ernment fiscal policy and central bank 
monetary policy. If wages and prices 
are not allowed to adjust and the cor-
rection is thwarted by invigorated 
monetary expansion, new and sus-
tained economic growth will be delayed 
or prevented. Financial dislocation 
caused by central banks in the various 
countries will differ from one to an-
other due to political perceptions, mili-
tary considerations, and reserve cur-
rency status. 

The U.S.’s ability to inflate has been 
dramatically enhanced by other coun-
tries’ willingness to absorb our inflated 

currency, our dollar being the reserve 
currency of the world. Foreign central 
banks now hold in reserve over $600 bil-
lion, an amount significantly greater 
than that even held by our own Federal 
Reserve System. Our economic and 
military power gives us additional li-
cense to inflate our currency, thus de-
laying the inevitable correction inher-
ent in a paper money system. But this 
only allows for a larger bubble to de-
velop, further jeopardizing our future 
economy. 

Because of the significance of the 
dollar to the world economy, our infla-
tion and the dollar-generated bubble is 
much more dangerous than single cur-
rency inflation such as Mexico, Brazil, 
South Korea, Japan and others. The 
significance of these inflations, how-
ever, cannot be dismissed. 

The Federal Reserve Board Chairman 
Alan Greenspan, when the Dow was at 
approximately 6,500, cautioned the Na-
tion about irrational exuberance and 
for a day or two the markets were sub-
dued. But while openly worrying about 
an unsustained stock market boom, he 
nevertheless accelerated the very cred-
it expansion that threatened the mar-
ket and created the irrational exu-
berance. 

From December 1996, at the time 
that Greenspan made this statement, 
to December 1998, the money supply 
soared. Over $1 trillion of new money, 
as measured by M–3, was created by the 
Federal Reserve. MZM, another mone-
tary measurement, is currently ex-
panding at a rate greater than 20 per-
cent. This generous dose of credit has 
sparked even more irrational exu-
berance, which has taken the Dow to 
over 9,000 for a 30 percent increase in 
just two years. 

When the foreign registered corpora-
tion long term capital management 
was threatened in 1998, that is, the 
market demanding a logical correction 
to its own exuberance with its massive 
$1 trillion speculative investment in 
the derivatives market, Greenspan and 
company quickly came to its rescue 
with an even greater acceleration of 
credit expansion. 

The pain of market discipline is 
never acceptable when compared to the 
pleasure of postponing hard decisions 
and enjoying for a while longer the 
short-term benefits gained by keeping 
the financial bubble inflated. But the 
day is fast approaching when the mar-
kets and Congress will have to deal 
with the attack on the dollar, once it is 
realized that exporting our inflation is 
not without limits. 

A hint of what can happen when the 
world gets tired of holding too many of 
our dollars was experienced in the dol-
lar crisis of 1979 and 1980, and we saw at 
that time interest rates over 21 per-
cent. There is abundant evidence 
around warning us of the impending 
danger. According to Federal Reserve 
statistics, household debt reached 81 

percent of personal income in the sec-
ond quarter of 1998. For 20 years prior 
to 1985, household debt averaged 
around 50 percent of personal income. 
Between 1985 and 1998, due to generous 
Federal Reserve credit, competent 
American consumers increased this to 
81 percent and now it is even higher. At 
the same time, our savings rate has 
dropped to zero percent. 

The conviction that stock prices will 
continue to provide extra cash and con-
fidence in the economy has fueled wild 
consumer spending and personal debt 
expansion. The home refinance index 
between 1997 and 1999 increased 700 per-
cent. Secondary mortgages are now of-
fered up to 120 percent of a home’s eq-
uity, with many of these funds finding 
their way into the stock market. Gen-
erous credit and quasi-government 
agencies make these mortgage markets 
robust, but a correction will come 
when it is realized that the builders 
and the lenders have gotten ahead of 
themselves. 

The willingness of foreign entities to 
take and hold our dollars has generated 
a huge current account deficit for the 
United States. It is expected a $200 bil-
lion annual deficit that we are running 
now will accelerate to over $300 billion 
in 1999, unless the financial bubble 
bursts. 

This trend has made us the greatest 
international debtor in the world, with 
a negative net international asset posi-
tion of more than $1.7 trillion. A sig-
nificantly weakened dollar will play 
havoc when this bill comes due and for-
eign debt holders demand payment. 

Contributing to the bubble and the 
dollar strength has been the fact that 
even though the dollar has problems, 
other currencies are even weaker and 
thus make the dollar look strong in 
comparison. Budgetary figures are fre-
quently stated in a falsely optimistic 
manner. In 1969 when there was a sur-
plus of approximately $3 billion, the 
national debt went down approxi-
mately the same amount. In 1998, how-
ever, with a so-called surplus of $70 bil-
lion, the national debt went up $113 bil-
lion, and instead of the surpluses which 
are not really surpluses running for-
ever, the deficits will rise with a weak-
er economy and current congressional 
plans to increase welfare and warfare 
spending. 

Government propaganda promotes 
the false notion that inflation is no 
longer a problem. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. The dangerous fi-
nancial bubble, a result of the Federal 
Reserve’s deliberate policy of inflation 
and the Fed’s argument that there is 
no inflation according to government- 
concocted CPI figures, is made to jus-
tify a continuous policy of monetary 
inflation because they are terrified of 
the consequence of deflation. The Fed-
eral Reserve may sincerely believe 
maintaining the status quo, preventing 
price inflation and delaying deflation 
is possible, but it really is not. 
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The most astute money manager can-

not balance inflation against deflation 
as long as there is continued credit ex-
pansion. The system inevitably col-
lapses, as it finally did in Japan in the 
1990s. Even the lack of the CPI infla-
tion as reported by the Federal Reserve 
is suspect. 

A CPI of all consumer items meas-
ured by the private source shows ap-
proximately a 400 percent increase in 
prices since 1970. Most Americans real-
ize their dollars are buying less each 
year and no chance exists for the pur-
chasing power of the dollar to go up. 
Just because prices of TVs and com-
puters may go down, the cost of medi-
cine, food, stocks and entertainment, 
and of course, government, certainly 
can rise rapidly. 

One characteristic of an economy 
that suffers from a constantly debased 
currency is sluggish or diminished 
growth in real income. In spite of our 
so-called great economic recovery, 
two-thirds of U.S. workers for the past 
25 years have had stagnant or falling 
wages. The demands for poverty relief 
from government agencies continue to 
increase. Last year alone, 678,000 jobs 
were lost due to downsizing. The new 
service sector jobs found by many of 
those laid off are rarely as good paying. 

In the last 11⁄2 years, various coun-
tries have been hit hard with defla-
tionary pressures. In spite of the IMF- 
led bailouts of nearly $200 billion, the 
danger of a worldwide depression re-
mains. Many countries, even with the 
extra dollars sent to them courtesy of 
the American taxpayer, suffer devalu-
ation and significant price inflation in 
their home currency. 

b 1830 

But this, although helpful to banks 
lending overseas, has clearly failed, has 
cost a lot of money, and prevents the 
true market correction of liquidation 
of debt that must eventually come. The 
longer the delay and the more dollars 
used, the greater the threat to the dol-
lar in the future. 

There is good reason why we in the 
Congress should be concerned. A dollar 
crisis is an economic crisis that will 
threaten the standard of living of many 
Americans. Economic crises frequently 
lead to political crises, as is occurring 
in Indonesia. 

Congress is responsible for the value 
of the dollar. Yet, as we have done too 
often in other areas, we have passed 
this responsibility on to someone else; 
in this case, to the Federal Reserve. 

The Constitution is clear that the 
Congress has responsibility for guaran-
teeing the value of the currency, and 
no authority has ever been given to 
create a central bank. Creating money 
out of thin air is counterfeiting, even 
when done by a bank that the Congress 
tolerates. 

It is easy to see why Congress, with 
its own insatiable desire to spend 

money and perpetuate a welfare and 
military state, cooperates with such a 
system. A national debt of $5.6 trillion 
could not have developed without a 
willing Federal Reserve to monetize 
this debt and provide for artificially 
low interest rates. But when the dollar 
crisis hits and it is clearly evident that 
the short-term benefits were not worth 
it, we will be forced to consider mone-
tary reform. 

Reconsidering the directives given us 
in the Constitution with regard to 
money would go a long way towards de-
veloping a sound monetary system that 
best protects our economy and guides 
us away from casually going to war. 
Monetary reform is something that we 
ought to be thinking about now. 

Mr. Speaker, let me summarize. We 
in the Congress, along with the Presi-
dent, will soon have to make a decision 
that will determine whether or not the 
American republic survives. Allowing 
our presidents to wage war without the 
consent of Congress, ignoring the obvi-
ous significance of fiat money to a 
healthy economy, and perpetuating 
pervasive government intrusion into 
the privacy of all Americans will sure-
ly end the American experiment with 
maximum liberty for all unless we re-
verse this trend. 

Too often the American people have 
chosen security over liberty. Allowing 
the President a little authority to deal 
with world problems under a U.N. ban-
ner has been easier than reversing the 
trend of the past 50 years. Accepting 
the financial bubble when on the short 
run, it helps everyone’s portfolio, helps 
to finance government spending, is 
easy, even if it only delays the day of 
reckoning when the bills come due, as 
they already have in so many other 
countries in the world. 

Giving up a little privacy seems a 
small price to pay for the many who re-
ceive the generous benefits of big gov-
ernment, but when the prosperity 
comes to an end and the right to pri-
vacy has been squandered, it will be 
most difficult to restore the principles 
of a free society. 

Materialistic concerns and compla-
cency toward the principles of liberty 
will undo much of what has been built 
in America over the past 200 years, un-
less there is a renewed belief that our 
God-given rights to life and liberty are 
worth working for. False economic se-
curity is no substitute for productive 
effort in a free society, where the citi-
zens are self-reliant, generous, and 
nonviolent. Insisting on a limited gov-
ernment designed to protect life and 
property, as is found in a republic, 
must be our legislative goal. 

f 

A RESPONSE TO THE PRESIDENT’S 
PRESENTATION OF THE DE-
FENSE BUDGET TO CONGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to respond to the President’s 
presentation of his defense budget to 
the U.S. Congress. We listened to Sec-
retary of Defense Cohen today as he 
made this presentation to us, and ex-
plained to us that we are in fact, ac-
cording to him, increasing defense for 
the first time in many years. 

I think it is important to respond to 
Secretary Cohen and to the President, 
because otherwise I think the Amer-
ican people will be somewhat misled 
with respect to his presentation. 

First, we are not, I repeat, not, in-
creasing the defense budget of the Clin-
ton administration. The Clinton ad-
ministration has cut defense since they 
took over in 1992 by $102 billion below 
what President Bush had planned for 
our country when he sat down with 
Colin Powell and other defense leaders. 
So he put together a blueprint for 
where he thought defense should go, 
and President Clinton, when he took 
over, decided to cut that blueprint by 
$102 billion. 

So now he is coming up slightly in 
this year’s budget with a $12 billion in-
crease. I say it is $12 billion, even 
though they averaged a $112 billion in-
crease, because the last half or two- 
thirds of that increase is not during his 
presidency. That means that he is giv-
ing us a recommendation that defense 
be increased by some other president 
some other time. 

That means some president who is 
elected, who is out there in the year 
2004, 2005, is, according to the rec-
ommendation of President Clinton, 
going to increase defense, but I do not 
think the American people nor the men 
and women who wear the uniform of 
the United States can count on that in-
crease. All we can count on President 
Clinton doing is what he is capable of 
doing and has the legitimate right to 
do under his presidency. So let us focus 
on that. 

If we look at Ronald Reagan’s de-
fense budgets back in 1986 and compare 
them with today’s, our defense budget 
today is well over $100 billion less on 
an annual basis than it was in 1986. It 
is way under what it was in 1986. 

Let us look at what has happened as 
a result of these defense cuts. First, 
Mr. Speaker, let me speak a little bit 
about what is happening with respect 
to mission capable rates. The mission 
capable rates are the rates at which 
your aircraft can fly out, fly from their 
carrier or from their home base, do 
their mission, and return to the United 
States or return to their home base. 

That rate in 1991 was 83 percent for 
the Air Force. It is now down to 74 per-
cent. It was 69 percent for the Navy. It 
is now down to 61 percent. For the Ma-
rine Corps it was 77 percent and it is 
now down to 61 percent. 
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